INTRODUCTION
The scope of this paper is to explore the range of views, values and option an array of organisations that approach environmental issues preferentiall the natural world (wildlife) or as the context that sustains human wellbeing economic growth, according to an intrinsic right to benefit from natural resou
The difficulties of comparing groups to yield a comprehensive and representat account of alternatives were tackled by assuming that institutional priorities expressed in the synthetic statements that are visions and missions.
By definition, visions and missions articulate critical values and goals of organisation, and therefore are suitable for comparison (Pearce II 1982 , Dav 1989 , Cummings and Davies 1994 , Raynor 1998 , Bart 2000 . Visions refer targets in the future while missions guide resource-allocation processes and de the reason for being of an organisation. The language used in these decla tions should then illustrate a range of perspectives by environmentally-orie groups and agencies. In addition, these statements should serve as indicat of compliance regarding widely accepted principles, such as the relations between nature viability and quality of life. The analysis of the language of m sions has been used in other contexts (e.g., Williams et al. 2005, Morphew a Hartley 2006), even to derive conclusions on ideological-discursive practic (e.g., Ayers 2005) .
We test the prediction that the language of organisations directly involv in environmental-conservation issues, and of those expected to operate with environmental background (humanitarian organisations), is influenced by expectation of compliance with a utilitarian perspective implicit in the con of sustainable development. The utilitarian view portrays nature as resour for economic growth, rather than as wildlife and wild places for aesthetic reation. The environment is approached with pragmatism and arguments ba on the intrinsic value of nature beyond any use are overshadowed. The atte to satisfy the needs of conservation, human wellbeing and economic devel ment results in homogeneous conceptual grounds between wildlife conserva organisations and development agencies. This paper assumes that language, structured as a discourse, influences strategic schemes regarding how an endeavour is thought about and repr sented (van Dijk 1998 , 1999 , Fairclough 1992 . That is, what cannot properly referred to with suitable language may not be identified as an is or may misguide the course of actions. Extended work by others points at relevance of discourse in the building of a perspective (Ayers 2005 , Burke 1 et al.1999 , Brulle 1996 , Podeschi 2002 , Kaldis 2003 . Among them, Kaldis (2003) points at a 'crisis of discourses', for which disciplinary concept schemes exert hegemonic control over the signification and values of environmental issues; language that serves other spheres of thought (e.g., scientism, managerial-utilitarian) restricts the way practitioners view and understand environmental issues. Kaldis concludes that present perspectives on the environment remain derivative of an archetypal humanistic bias, with low chances of developing an autonomous structure. This paper draws from the latter view and attempts to support it, using visions and missions as conceptual units for the analysis of language.
METHODS
We conducted a textual analysis of institutional statements to identify conc elements incorporated in the language and articulated as an emerging disc
Visions and missions were considered expressions of the 'culture' of an or sation that reflect its genuine priorities and values. It is a premise that critical statements, rather than being 'rhetorical pyrotechnics' (an illust expression taken from Morphew and Hartley, 2006) , integrate principles goals, guide operative actions and are a critical part of the public image organisation/agency. We also assume that the style and length of visions missions are strategic decisions made by the organisation. Therefore, l detail or representativeness of the statements relative to the operational p of the organisation cannot be accidental or due to syntactic constraints.
Formally, a general rule states that 'visions guide missions' (Raynor 19 Visions are conceptually different statements than missions and both make plementary points at the level of principles and operation. Visions aim at future perspectives. Missions reflect tasks, identify focal problems, meth achieve the goals and core values. This understanding of vision and missi broadly treated in the specialised literature (e.g., Bryson 1995) .
Selected organisations
The analysis concerns a heterogeneous assembly of international organisa with a common ground: they are all expected to play a role in the com scenario of human needs in the context of environmental viability (habita biodiversity). These groups represent a range of views and related conc policies and contexts (e.g., Brulle 2000) and are illustrative and represent of the institutionalised environmental movement. Project. Their bias is towards the conservation of species, biodiversity and habitats-ecosystems. Some of these organisations are confederations (e.g. BirdLife International). The International Fund for Animal Welfare is an organisation mostly concerned with animal rights, including domestic species. Their inclusion in the analysis is based on their declared interest in protecting wildlife habitats.
• Groups that include Governments, NGOs and individual experts. The largest and most relevant is the World Conservation Union (IUCN):
The World Conservation Union is the world's largest and most important conservation network. The Union brings together 82 States, 1 1 1 government agencies, more than 800 non-governmental organisations (NGOs), and some 10,000
scientists and experts from 181 countries in a unique worldwide partnership.' (IUCN, 2005) .
• Organisations that have governments as their major stakeholder. Environment Directorates-General European Commission, UNDP, UNEP, WB, GEF. These organisations belong to the political and economic institutions that shape the international environmental agenda and support it financially (Sanderson 2002 in the results the analysis of some changes. The adjustment and modificat of statements suggest that organisations do consider them important for t public image and profile. When visions and missions were introduced by the organisation under unequivocal title or sentence (e.g., 'our vision is...'), the statement is cite us with a normal font. When key sentences or paragraphs were identified f a text that did not have the title vision-mission, the citation of them appears parentheses and italics.
Categorisation of statements
A rhetorical model for the environmental discourse, described in Herndl a Brown (1996) , was applied to the visions and missions. The framework, a 'r torical triangle' (after Ogden and Richards, 1923) , allows to categorise mot and purposes of a given text according to three perspectives of nature. On top vertex of the triangle, nature is understood as a resource. The correspo ing language is that of the institutions making decisions on the environm and setting policy (regulatory-ethnocentric discourse). The rhetorical powe this perspective is withdrawn from the notion of ethos (culturally constru authority). The two vertices at the bottom of the triangle represent the Sc tific and the Poetic discourse. The former is the perspective of the specia environmental sciences for which nature is seen as an object of scrutiny via scientific method. The rhetorical power of this perspective is derived from notion of logos, or the faith and trust in reason and facts. The language of poetic discourse by contrast describes nature as beauty and stresses its emotio Environmental Values 16.3 values. The power of this language comes from the notion of pathos addressing the aesthetic and spiritual responses elicited in the audience.
Following the above structure, we attempted to answer three questions regarding each statement:
• Does it reflect nature as natural resources to be managed for the greater benefit of present and future generations?
• Does it address the environment in the context of the inspiring beauty of nature, wildlife or wild places?
• Does it depict nature as a source of knowledge relevant to sustain technological progress that impacts on quality of life?
As statements were not expected to be 'pure', we assigned a relative value to each of them for the three alternatives (Ethos, Pathos and Logos; see caption in Table 2 for further details).
RESULTS
Most organisations ( 1 8 of 24) stated only their mission ( OC conveyed the message of the majestic powers of abundant and diverse l (b) GP asserted a strong determination to achieve its purpose by referring 'creative confrontation' and the forcing of solutions, (c) IFAW was the on organisation to refer to the issue of cruelty concerning animals and to inclu domestic species as a target, (d) FOEI and UNDP used political notions:
• ...It will be [a society] founded on social, economic, gender and environmental justice and free from all forms of domination and exploitation, such as neoliberalism, corporate globalisation, neo-colonialism and militarism. '
(FOEI)
• 'Our focus is helping countries build and share solutions to the challenges of Democratic Governance.' (UNDP) Targets Humanity, people, societies, communities, individuals, families and generations were referred to by organisations biased towards nature and humanitarian issues:
• 'To foster more sustainable human and natural communities...' (AI)
• 4 ... to serve individuals and families in the poorest communities in the world. '
(CARE)
• '...to demonstrate that human societies are able to live harmoniously with nature.' (CI)
• ' Protecting, preserving and improving the environment for present and future generations...' (DGs.EU)
• 'Our vision is of a peaceful and sustainable world based on societies living in harmony with nature.' (FOEI)
• 'We are an unprecedented initiative that intends to create in people a lasting, measurable, top-of-mind awareness of the importance, value, and sensitivity of the oceans'. (OP)
• 'A world where people understand, value, and conserve the diversity of life on Earth.' (SCB)
• 'Our Mission is to influence, encourage and assist societies throughout the world to conserve the integrity and diversity of nature. ' (IUCN) Conversely, wildlife and wild places were never addressed as such by either: government-related agencies (WB, UNEP, UNDP, GEF,EDsEU), mixed government-NGO organisations (IUCN) and humanitarian group-confederations (IFRD, CARE). The closest to the above terminology was IUCN's '...the integrity and diversity of nature.'
Most conservation organisations (BLI, CI, GP, IFAW, NC, WI, WCS, WWF)
expressed their statements either including humans, but not having them at the centre of their concerns, or referring only to a natural world:
• 'Our vision is that all wetlands and their dependent biodiversity will be fully conserved, and that where wetlands are managed or used that this be done wisely.' (WI)
• 'The Nature Conservancy's mission is to preserve the plants, animals and Three organisations expressed their mission-vision as 'beliefs': WCS stat its commitment to the conservation of wildlife and wild places 'because believe it essential to the integrity of life on Earth'. OP states: 'We believe the single greatest impediment to healthy and productive marine and coas areas is the public's low level of ocean awareness.' FOEI stated 'We bel that our children's future will be better because of what we do'. None of the organisations focusing on humanitarian/cultural/development aspects (e.g., IFRC, CARE, WB, UNDP, DGsEU, UNESCO) used language akin to the conservation of wildlife. Human rights and charitable groups aimed at alleviating human suffering or poverty did not rely on concepts that refer to the environment from an ecological perspective. Environmental viability and habitat degradation as a cause of social vulnerability, economic insecurity and lack of dignity was not a component of their organisational statement. Likewise, no link was stated between providing economic opportunity for the poorest communities of this world and environmental viability from an ecological perspective.
Environmental language in humanitarian organisations

Non-confrontational approaches
Science/research and education/awareness/strengthening capacity were key focal frameworks to address environmental issues by most conservation groups.
Education was central to at least five organisations (AI, FOEI, CARE, OP, WCS) and science/research to six (FFI, OC, SCB, WI, WCS, AI). Influencing policy was a central objective of at least two organisations (CARE, Oceana). By contrast, government agencies and human assistant groups identified poverty as central and poverty alleviation as a critical path to accomplish their vision (WB, UNDP, UNESCO, CARE). No reference was made to the link between environmental degradation and poverty.
Changes in organisational statements
Organisations updated their visions and mission, suggesting they considered these statements relevant for their public image. Changes were detected in at This federation aims to: protect the earth 1. To co against further deterioration and repair and soc damage inflicted upon the environment by respec human activities and negligence; preserve rights ties earth's ecological, cultural and ethnic ties.
diversity; increase public participation and 2. To hal democratic decision-making. Greater democ-degra racy is both an end in itself and is vital to the resou protection of the environment and the sound cal an management of natural resources; achieve susta social, economic and political justice and 3. To secu equal access to resources and opportunities enous for men and women on the local, national, wome regional and international levels; promote ensure environmentally sustainable development makin on the local, national, regional and global 4. To br levels.' sustainability and equity between and within societies with creative approac es and solutions.
5. To engage in vibrant campaigns, raise awareness, mobilise people and build alliances with diverse movements, linking grassroots, national and global struggles. 6. To inspire one another and to harness, strengthen and complement each other's capacities, living the change we wish to see and working together in solidarity.
The rhetorical triangle
All statements reflected mixed perspectives, although Ethos and Logos approaches dominated over Pathos in both nature and development-biased organisations. Some statements did not pertain to any of our a priori categories (+ in Table 2 , e.g., IFAW, IUCN, CI), or could not be categorised (GP, IFRC, TNC). The Ethos and Pathos components were dominant (+++ or ++) in 16 of the 21 organisations. BI had a strong Pathos component.
DISCUSSION
The language of the vision and mission statements of a core group of org sations active or expected to be active in environmental issues has a com denominator in the presentation of nature serving human needs according the ethics of use and consumption. Language on the conservation of nat based on intrinsic values or on non-consumptive use (e.g., aesthetic, cultur spiritual), is rare or does not occur. These results are congruent with Kald (2003) 'social-constructionist' paradigm that standardises the discourse tow a uniform viewpoint: make conservation compatible with human interests in the context of development and market-based social practices. In fact, the only integrating and cross-cutting principle seems to be sustainability, particularly in the context of sustainable development.
Other generalisations are:
1. The language of the NGOs (civil society) is conceptually congruent with that of government agencies.
2. Critical issues and concepts related to the biodiversity crisis, such as species extinctions, are almost absent from the language of both government and non-government groups.
3. The link between economic approaches and the environment is suggested in the sense of the beneficial social and economic effects of a healthy environment. This is despite the undisputable link between environmental degradation and unsustainable economic and policy models (e.g., Goudie 2000 and reference therein).
4. Wildlife spectacles are undoubtedly a crucial motivation behind the efforts of many conservation organisations, yet aesthetic language is exceptionally used by these same groups. 6. The most evident concept structuring the conservation discourse is sustainability used in a broad array of alternative, often ambiguous, meanings.
7. There is an asymmetry in the environmental-humanitarian connection. The message of the conservation organisations tries to be sensitive to human needs but humanitarian organisations do not address the nature side of their perspective. With respect to the formulation of vision and mission statements, we found compelling similarities with the study of Morphew and Hartley (2006) on missions of higher education institutions in the US (colleges and universities).
They concluded that:
• Missions reflect present realities of the institutions rather than driving them.
• Statements signal external constituencies that the institution shares its goals.
• Statements reflect what benefactors value.
• Institutions use their mission statements to legitimate themselves by communicating strategically designed messages to target audiences.
Environmental Values 16.3
• There is a consistent lack of aspirational language that would differentiate the institutions through elements of prestige.
Our sample of visions and missions also suggest that organisations have learned to recognise appropriate messages targeted to their consumers, and that conservation organisations may have environmental agencies as prospective consumers. The need to legitimise roles in the political, economic and social arena, is reflected in an effort to show usefulness and satisfy expectations. At the core of the statement, we found a cluster of elements coherent with the message that the welfare of all nature is subordinated to human needs.
The results from the rhetorical triangle analysis are consistent with the above generalisations. The model is designed to 'identify dominating tendencies or orientation of a piece of environmental discourse' (Herndl and Brown 1996) .
In a continuum of perspectives on nature, the discourse of the institutions that set the international environmental policy is loud and clear, and dominates the rhetorical notions of pathos.
ON THE RELEVANCE OF THE DISCOURSE
The urgent need for solutions to conservation and environmental probl encourages pragmatic, solution-seeking, rather than theoretical approac Consequently, it may be that the community of conservation practitioners, p ticularly conservation biologists, may be reluctant to spend time on the w concepts are articulated in language. The fact is that the way ideas are expres has strategic relevance in their practice, as well as in formulating policy.
example is the cornerstone of modern environmentalism, sustainability, a no with strong representational effects on the environmental endeavour.
Since it was first generally defined (Stockholm 1972) , it has been argu the most influential term shaping the conservation movement. helping to achieve the Millennium Goals, both influential organisations in economic growth of countries that treasure most of the remaining biodive and the best preserved environments, and both designed for purposes tha not necessarily in line with the conservation agenda (Sanderson 2002) . Sustainable development is a concept compatible with a belief in econom growth guided by markets, scientific knowledge and the possibility of plan and managing social reality towards a gentle improvement (Escobar 1998 Concepts such as 'natural capital' or 'ecosystem services' (Allen and Thom 1992) are companions in essence to sustainable development. This model often incompatible with long-term environmental viability (Meadowcroft Robinson 2004) . As a consequence, the conservation agenda seems to be m about documenting and measuring the costs of growth and development nature than about protecting wildlife and wild places (Sanderson 2002) . We conclude that while practitioners work out the operational strategy achieve viable environments to sustain biodiversity, they should be aware of conceptual framework that guides international funding and policy. They sho understand and contribute not just to the technical language of their disci but also to the precepts and ethical systems that affect management decis Neglecting such an important notion cannot be explained by accident or by stylistic constrains; indeed, the concept was addressed at least by one group with a statement of average size (109 words). Mentioning extinctions may be perceived as discouraging to the public imagination that is more used to language that tries to persuade by presenting very positive images. As the crisis is linked to overexploitation, excessive trade, habitat destruction, pollution and, most recently, climate change, focusing on extinctions may place 'some humans' on the spot for a problem that is broadly condemned by 'other humans'. Therefore, concentrating on what remains of the wild may be a more satisfactory goal than Environmental Values 16.3 working against the end of the wild. However, the former objective is bro and accommodates more lines of action than just focusing on counteractin causes of extinction due to human action. If visions set future targets and sions set the framework of behaviours to achieve them (Cummings and D 1994) , the example on extinctions illustrates a way in which the phrasin goals and means may encourage or discourage strategies and investment human and financial resources.
THE INTRINSIC VALUE OF NATURE
The value of nature that emerged from a sample of environmental and humani ian organisations, including the world's most important conservation group utilitarian and presents a context of consumptive use and a human valuer. A f organisations refer to non-consumptive values, such as the aesthetic, and n address value beyond any use. The word 'nature' or references to the nat world were associated with resources, interaction with people, developme human heritage and future generations. It seems to us that this portrayal of t natural world contrasts with the perception of individuals active in conser tion. In fact, a study on the acceptance of the intrinsic (non-use) values of nat reported that a majority of interviewed individuals working for conservat and non-conservation, organisations with responsibility for land believed t nature has subjective and objective intrinsic (non-use) value (Butler and Ac 2007) . They also perceived that their intrinsic value views were not reflect in organisational policy. The general perspective was that persuasive polic for the public domain require human-centred arguments. A persuasive policy or public statement that requires an approach to natu that justifies its value via consumption or use is in accordance with the gu ing precept of sustainable development. This may however drift from w individuals feel and believe, thus weakening the representational power of institutionalised environmental movement.
SYNERGIC IDEAS (CONSERVATION AND HUMAN RIGHTS)
The conservation movement is rooted in philosophical principles shared with humanitarian and developmental approaches. Agenda 21 openly links the en- We then believe it is justified to ask how evident the association is between conservation and human rights. The revised statements suggest a certain imbalance of interests. Conservation of wildlife and wild habitats are not explicitly stated as a priority concern of human rights initiatives. A two-sided interaction would see wild environments as valuable to the present economic development for the benefit of a growing human population. One challenge ahead is to find an unbiased conceptual structure for the humanitarian organisations that reflects a philosophy of human-nature compatibility beyond the human development-nature exploitation alternative.
A CIRCLE OF STAGNATION
Are conservation practitioners and organisations aware of the societal mo that they encourage when implementing their missions? A critical analysis some of the language that expresses these missions suggests that there is no cl attempt to make a fundamental shift in the grand course of actions that do nates societal attitudes. It is therefore possible that succeeding in the object may mean contributing towards a world that departs from the foreseen vision Even if the environmental perspectives evolve into a priority for governmen the resulting societal schemes would still fit the dominant utilitarian paradi It seems to us that a debate on the conceptual structure of the environmen agenda is as urgent as the efforts to save the remnants of biodiversity. The fi aim of this paper is to demonstrate that we need a new environmental polit that is not legitimised by the values of the utilitarian perspective but is, rath capable of offering alternative views of human wellbeing that don't see nat as only a resource to provide that wellbeing. any title or identification; these statements were selected by the authors as equivale a vision or a mission (see Methods). A vision is defined as a foreseen goal, an inspi and ideal world that guides the actions. A mission states the purpose of the organis the focal problem, the methods to achieve the desired ends and the core values.
1. Audubon Internackmal-AI . , ' • , ,-.
Vision
To foster more sustainable human and natural communities through research, education, and conservation assistance.
Mission
To educate, assist, and inspire millions of people from all walks of life to protect and sustain the land, water, wildlife, and natural resources around them. By focusing on birds, and the sites and habitats on which they depend, the BirdLife Partnership is working to improve the quality of life for birds, for other wildlife (biodiversity), and for people. Our vision is of a peaceful and sustainable world based on societies living in harmony with nature. We envision a society of interdependent people living in dignity, wholeness and fulfilment in which equity and human and peoples' rights are realized.
This will be a society built upon peoples' sovereignty and participation. It will be founded on social, economic, gender and environmental justice and free from all forms of domination and exploitation, such as neoliberalism, corporate globalization, neocolonialism and militarism.
We believe that our children's future will be better because of what we do. Mission 7. To collectively ensure environmental and social justice, human dignity, and respect for human rights and peoples' rights so as to secure sustainable societies. 8. To halt and reverse environmental degradation and depletion of natural resources, nurture the earth's ecological and cultural diversity, and secure sustainable livelihoods.
9. To secure the empowerment of indigenous peoples, local communities, women, groups and individuals, and to ensure public participation in decision making.
10. To bring about transformation towards sustainability and equity between and within societies with creative approaches and solutions.
11. To engage in vibrant campaigns, raise awareness, mobilize people and build alliances with diverse movements, linking grassroots, national and global struggles.
12. To inspire one another and to harness, strengthen and complement each other's capacities, living the change we wish to see and working together in solidarity. IFAW's mission is to improve the welfare of wild and domestic animals throughout the world by reducing commercial exploitation of animals, protecting wildlife habitat, and assisting animals in distress. We seek to motivate the public to prevent cruelty to animals and to promote animal welfare and conservation policies that advance the wellbeing of both animals and people.
www.ifaw.org/ifaw/dimages/custom/media_center/overviewus.pdf (10/1 1/2005) Vision WE LIVE ON A WATER PLANET. Oceans cover 7 1 percent of the globe, and they are as important to us as they are vast. Not only do they control our climate; they are the primary source of protein for 1 billion people around the world. They drive our economies.
For millions of sailors, swimmers, and vacationers of all stripes, they offer a refuge from the metal and concrete that encase our working lives.
Oceana seeks to make our oceans as rich, healthy and abundant as they were in our grandparents' youth. We look to a future in which dolphin sightings are common along any temperate coast; in which the mighty swordfish, marlin and tuna are abundant once again; in which whales and sea turtles thrive, cod are plentiful on both sides of the Atlantic, local fishing cultures evolve rather then decline and in which fish are a safe, growing and plentiful source of food around the world.
In the last few decades we have seen the benefits of restored rivers and lakes -for ecological and economic health -in many parts of the world. We can reap the same benefits from healthy oceans. We can restore ocean ecosystems that will sustain us, entertain us, amaze us and generate jobs around the world for centuries to come. The Natural Resources Defense Council's purpose is to safeguard the earth: its people, its plants and animals, and the natural systems on which all life depends.
We work to restore the integrity of the elements that sustain life -air, land and water -and to defend endangered natural places. We seek to establish sustainability and good stewardship of the Earth as central ethical imperatives of human society. NRDC affirms the integral place of human beings in the environment.
We strive to protect nature in ways that advance the long-term welfare of present and future generations.
We work to foster the fundamental right of all people to have a voice in decisions that affect their environment. We seek to break down the pattern of disproportionate environmental burdens borne by people of color and others who face social or economic inequities. Ultimately, NRDC strives to help create a new way of life for humankind, one that can be sustained indefinitely without fouling or depleting the resources that support all life on Earth. We are an unprecedented initiative that intends to create in people a lasting, measurable, top-of-mind awareness of the importance, value, and sensitivity of the oceans. We believe that the single greatest impediment to healthy and productive marine and coastal areas is the public's low level of ocean awareness. Our vision for the future takes a global perspective both in how we want the world to be and how we, as a Society want to be. In these visions we see:
• A world where people understand, value, and conserve the diversity of life on Earth.
• SCB as an effective, internationally respected organization of conservation professionals that is the leading voice for the study and conservation of the Earth's biodi- Our vision is that all wetlands and their dependent biodiversity will be fully conserved, and that where wetlands are managed or used that this be done wisely. This must be achieved through guiding stakeholders that influence or depend upon wetlands to maximise the sustainability of their actions. In addition, through the provision of scientifically and culturally appropriate knowledge and guidance, conservation and wise use can be The Wildlife Conservation Society saves wildlife and wild lands. We do so through careful science, international conservation, education, and the management of the world's largest system of urban wildlife parks, led by the flagship Bronx Zoo. Together, these activities change individual attitudes toward nature and help people imagine wildlife and humans living in sustainable interaction on both a local and a global scale. WCS is committed to this work because we believe it essential to the integrity of life on Earth. wcs.org/sw-our_mission (10/1 1/2005) Wm Vision
Our mission is to help developing countries and their people reach the goals by working with our partner to alleviate poverty. To do that we concentrate on building the climate for investment, jobs and sustainable growth, so that economies will grow, and by investing in and empowering poor people to participate in development. Herndl and Brown (1996) . We asked of each vision-mission declaration three question (a) do statements reflect nature as natural resources to be managed for the greater be efit of present and future generations? (ETHOS), (b) do they depict nature as a sour of knowledge relevant to sustain technological progress that impact quality of li (LOGOS), or (c) do they address the environment in the context of the inspiring beau of nature, wildlife or wild places? (PATHOS). Some statements have components each alternative and were categorized according a degree of priority (from less releva (+) to most relevant (+++)). The statements of GP, IFRC and TNC (shaded grey) we less suitable to be categorised according to the above questions and therefore were n included in the analysis. 
Organization Ethos Logos Pathos
